an elefetfogjcdata interface ifielectrical communication with said microprocessor 
board and said cellular franscetvef^sflid jnrerfage adapted to provide a dial tone to said 
microprocessor hoard enabling said micro^cessOTn^t^ with said 

cellular transceiver to dial a remote station when said microproce^sTnNJsqai^ detects a 

breach of said building, - 

REMARKS 

Applicant appreciates the courtesy extended by the Examiner in the personal 
interview and the oprjortunity to demonstrate the invention, on May 2, 1996. Applicant 
also appreciates the Examiner noting a unique aspect of the present invention being an 
alarm plus an operational phone in a single portable unit. . 

To honor the Examiner* s request, the claims have been amended to reflect that the 
prior art lacks a means to convert cellular to dial tone to allow communication between 
the alarm board and the cellular transceiver. Accordingly, an agreement was reached 
with respect to independent claims 1 , 1 1, and 15. 

The Examiner's, objection to the drawings is noted. Revised drawings are 
enclosed for the Examiner's consideration. The corrections requested by the Examiner 
have been made in red ink. 

Alarm systems' traditionally have dialed out on land lines in which dial tone is 
present Cellular phones do not produce a dial tone. As described in the specification, 
Applicant's system enables alarm system boards to be used in a single portable enclosure 
and automatically dial out on a cellular phone when a security breach is detected. 
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cellular transceiver to dial a remote station when said microprocess^ 
breach of said building. 



REMARKS 

^g?;^ Applicant appreciates the courtesy extended by the Examiner in the personal 
interview and the opportunity to demonstrate the invention, on May 2, 1996. Applicant 
also appreciates the Examiner noting a unique aspect of the present invention being an 
alarm plus an operational phone in a single portable unit. 

To honor the Examiner's request, the claims have been amended to reflect that the 
prior art lacks a means to convert cellular to dial tone to allow communication between ' 
the alarm board and the cellular transceiver. Accordingly, an agreement was reached 
with respect to independent claims 1,11, and 15. 

The Examiner's objection to the drawings is noted. Revised drawings are 
enclosed for the Examiner's consideration. The corrections requested by the Examiner 
have been made in red Ink. 

Alarm systems' traditionally have dialed out on land lines in which dial tone is 
present. Cellular phones do not produce a dial tone. As described in the specification, 
Applicant's system enables alarm system boards to be used in a single portable enclosure 
and automatically dial out on a cellular phone when a security breach is detected. 



The prior art references do not show a single, portable enclosure capable of being 
carried in the hand of a user. The cited references may show alarm systems that are 
transportable in that they may be moved from one location to another, but none of the 
references show a portable alarm system in a single enclosure containing all of the 
features of the present invention, that can be carried in the hand of a user. 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 1, 3, 5, and 7 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being 
unpatentable over Jacob in view of Severson. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 
Applicant has amended Claim 1. Neither Jacob nor Severson teach a cellular telephone 
communication means from an alarm device. Applicant respectfully submits that Claim: k;. 
is now allowable as claimed. Applicant further respectfully submits that Claims 3, 5, and 
7 are now allowable based on the arguments given above and in view of amended Claim 
1. 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 2, 6, 9, 11, and 13-14 under 35 U.S.C. 103 as 
being unpatentable over Jacob in view of Severson as applied to Claims 1, 3, 5, and 7, 
and further in view of Tanner. This rejection is respectfully traversed. Applicant 
respectfully submits that Claims 2, 6 and 9 are now allowable in light of amended Claim 
1.- Applicant has amended Claim II. Applicant respectfully submits that Claims 11,13- 
14 are now allowable in light of amended Claim 11. As discussed above, Severson and 
Jacob do not teach a cellular alarm system. Applicant's invention, contrary to the 
teaching of Tanner, performs all the functions of a conventional permanent alarm system, 
plus offers portability' and cellular functionality. Applicant respectfully submits that 
Claims 6, 9, 1 1 and 13-14 are now allowable as claimed. 



The Examiner has rejected Claim 4 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable 
over Jacob in view of Severson as applied to claims 1, 3, 5 and 7 above, and further in 
view of Dunagan et al. This rejection is respectfully traversed. Applicant respectfully 
submits that Claim 4 is now allowable in light of amended Claim 1 as argued above. 

The Examiner has rejected Claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable 
over Jacob in view of Severson and Tanner as applied to Claim 11, and further in view of 
dunagan et al. This rejection is respectfully traversed. Applicant respectfully submits 
that Claim 1 2 is now allowable in light of amended Claim 1 1 as argued above. 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 1 and 7-8 under 35 U.S.C, § 103 as being 
unpatentable over Jacob in view of Glidewell et al. This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. Applicant respectfully submits that Claims 1 and 7-8 are now allowable in 
light of amended Claim 1 as argued above. 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 2, 6, and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 
as being unpatentable over Jacob in view of Glidewell et al. as applied to Claims 1 and 7- 
8 above, and further in view of Tanner. This rejection is respectfully traversed. Applicant 
respectfully submits that Claims 2, 6, and 9 are now allowable in light of amended Claim 
1 ; 

The Examiner has rejected Claim 4 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable 
over Jacob in view of Glidewell et al. as applied to Claims 1 and 7-8, and further in view 
of Dunagan et al. This rejection is respectfully traversed. Applicant respectfully submits 
that Claim 4 is now allowable in light of amended Claim 1 as argued above. 
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The Examiner has rejected Claim 11 and 14 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being 
unpatentable over Tanner in view of Severson. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 
Applicant has amended Claim 11, It is respectfully submitted that Claims 1 1 and 14 are 
now allowable in light of amended Claim 1 1 . 

The Examiner has rejected Claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable 
over Tanner in view of Severson as applied to Claim 1 1 and further in view of Dunagan 
et al. This rejection is respectfully traversed. It is respectfully submitted that Claim 12 is 
now allowable in light of amended Claim 11. 

In light of the above amendments and remarks, the present application is believed 
to be in condition for allowance and such action is earnestly requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



By: 




Jeffrey S. Standley, Reg. No. 34,(] 
Attorney for Applicant 
Standley & Gilcrest 
555 Metro Place North, Suite 500 
Dublin, Ohio 43017 
Telephone: (614) 792-5555 
Facsimile: (614)792-5536 

Date: ^^^/W 



